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Planning & Development Standing Committee
Wednesday, April 20, 2022 
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Those speaking in opposition:  None.

Written communications received:  The Clerk of Committees read an email communication received
in favor of the pole petition from the Public Works Director.

The Public Hearing was closed at 5:38 p.m.

MOTION:  On a motion by Councilor Gilman, seconded by Councilor O
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3. In the absence of a detailed construction plan, the Department of Public Works requests:
all proposed conduits and appurtenances shall be placed so as to cause minimum conflict
with existing underground utility services.

4. All excavations must be secured at all times.
5. All excavated trenches shall be patched flush with the surrounding asphalt using hot mix

asphalt binder at the end of each work day, to minimize pedestrian hazards.  Asphalt shall
be applied in two lifts of 2-inches, totaling 4-inches.

6. For the length of conduit in the sidewalk, restoration must be 2
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7. Please note that given the on-going national response to COVID-19, circumstances may
require the Special Events Advisory Committee to modify your event and can include
canceling your event;

8. That this event is approved by the Special Events Advisory Committee on April 7, 2022.

3. SCP2022-003: East Main Street #115, Map 59, Lot 77, GZO Sec. 2.3.4(9) 
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Attorney Eliason shared the site plan.  She explained that the property on which the building is located
consisted primarily of marine industrial buildings with one residential unit.  She pointed out Building No.
121 on the site plan, in which the restaurant would be located, and explained that a parking table was
included with the application package.  The site
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#2
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Attorney Eliason explained that the special permit must also meet the legal requirements of GZO Sec.
5.18.  She stated that the building has been used for retail and restaurant uses for decades and that it is
currently unoccupied and would not replace or interfere with an existing water-dependent use.  She stated
that the restaurant would positively affect the preservation of the water-dependent uses on the site and
would directly support the marine industry and the wholesale seafood business.  

Attorney Eliason asked that the Planning & Development Committee grant a special permit under GZO
2.3.4(9) and find that the application meets the special permit criteria under Sec. 1.8.3 and find that the
application would not result in adverse impacts to the working waterfront under Sec. 5.18.

Questions from Councilors
Q1. (Gilman):  Asked Attorney Eliason to re-review the secondary location of operations so that trucks
would avoid East Main Street.
A1. (Eliason):  Explained that Cape Ann Lobstermen had recently purchased a property at 427 Main
Street and explained that some of its business would relocated to that area which would take away some
of the truck activity at the other site.

Q2. (Gilman):  Asked if lobsters would be transported across the harbor on a boat to the location.
A2. (Browne):  Stated that just over a year ago Cape Ann Lobstermen purchased 427 Main Street and a
majority of the wholesale operations would be moved there.  She explained that the volume of activity
would be much lower on the commercial aspect of operations at the older location.  

Q3. (O
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Summary   of   Discussion:  Mr. William Mondello, 60 Western Avenue, Essex, stated that he was
seeking to renew a special permit for an open-air parking lot at 44 Commercial Street.  Councilor Grow
explained, confirmed by Mr. Mondello, that there were 40 parking spaces plus 2 handicapped spaces.
Councilor O
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the parking attendant, handicap spaces, and those spaces reserved for tenant parking, by a
Professional Engineer to the City Council at the time of the public hearing.

The Public Hearing for this matter will be held on April 26, 2022, at the City Council meeting.

5. Special Event Permit Application:  Request for street closures for the 63rd Sidewalk Bazaar on
August 4-6, 2022

Summary   of   Discussion:  Mr. Joe Ciolino stated that the Sidewalk Bazaar was an annual event held on
Main Street.  He explained that Main Street would be closed from Duncan Street to Washington Street at
Tally
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with any requirements made by departments through the Special Events Advisory
Committee including vending.

9. Please note that given the on-going national response to COVID-19, circumstances may
require the Special Events Advisory Committee to modify your event and can include
canceling your event.

Councilor Margiotta joined the meeting at 6:28 p.m.

6. RZ2021-003:  In accordance with GZO Sec. 1.11.2(a), amend GZO Secs. 2.3.1 
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Mr. Cademartori provided some general comments regarding the proposed zoning amendments as
shown in the above slide.

Mr. Cademartori explained that proposed amendment #2 was split into two separate motions and
specifically pertained to the allowance of three families in the R-5 zoning district.  He explained that it
was currently allowed by special permit of the Zoning Board of Appeals, so this amendment would create
a shift in the permitting process.  

Mr. Cademartori explained that the darker orange on the slide depicted the R-5 zoning district that
encompassed most of the downtown, bounded by the waterfront up to Route 128 and the extension.  
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Mr. Cademartori asked that the Committee focus on the first two vertical bars that referenced the
potential impact of the allowance of three families by-right in the R-5 district and stated that currently
there was the allowance of one and two families.  He explained that the potential in the R-5 district could
be as high as 875 additional units with a delta of approximately 550 units in the zoning.  He stated that
this would provide options in the R-5 district for those who might want to pursue additional units in either
two or three families.  Councilor Grow asked if the figures of potential units were based solely on lot
size and not if the existing structures were conforming.  Mr. Cademartori agreed.

Mr. Cademartori explained that the above slide showed the capacity of the R-5 district for potential
changes to three-family allowance.  He explained that in the R-5 district there was a total lot count of
2,183, with 791 of those lots compliant with the required criteria.  He further explained that there were
317 single families that could potentially convert with 637 additional potential units and 226 existing two
families that could potentially add a third unit.  Finally, he explained that there were 3 lots that appeared
that they could site a three-family structure.  He reiterated that there could be some further limitations
including whether or not the lot would comply with parking and whether the structure was compliant on
the lot.   
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Mr. Cademartori stated that proposed amendment #5 was for the dimensional requirement for single,
two and three-family dwellings by increasing the height from 30 feet to 35 feet in most of the districts that
one, two and three-family dwellings were permitted.

Mr. Cademartori explained that the above slide showed examples of dwellings greater than 30 feet in
height.

Mr. Cademartori stated that the above slide showed the maximum building height in surrounding
communities.

Mr. Cademartori explained proposed amendment #7 was for the dimensional requirement for
multifamily dwellings.  He explained that multifamily dwellings in residential districts would be at 35
feet and that the intention for the 45-foot height change was focused on the CCD and CB districts in the
downtown area and that the VB district was not part of the motion and was a scrivener
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Mr. Cademartori stated that the above slide showed the CCD district in yellow in the center of the slide
and the CB district was shown in red, which is Main Street and downtown.

Mr. Cademartori explained that this slide showed a rendering of a recent approved development that
would be approximately 45-feet high.  He stated that this amendment was to provide for potential three or
four stories on Main Street consistent with the other development patterns.  He stated the same permitting
process was required otherwise, but that it would give applicants an indication of an acceptable height.

Mr. Cademartori explained that the above slide showed a recently funded project on Middle Street for
senior affordable housing.  
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Mr. Cademartori stated that proposed amendment #8 was for a footnote that currently states that there is
a requirement for an increased setback for a building over 30 feet in height and that this footnote would
be adjusted to reflect that there were multifamily projects that would be allowed to either be proposed at
35 feet or 45 feet and then, respectively, there would be a need for an increased setback if the building
went above that height which, he explained, would also require a height exception from the City Council. 

Mr. Cademartori explained that proposed amendment #9 was for the height exception language in Sec.
3.1.6.  He stated if a project with a 45-foot height was approved in CCD or CB then this would be the
corresponding language and would require a special exception from the City Council.

Proposed Amendment #2:
Councilor Grow stated that proposed amendment #2 considered the conversion of new multifamily
apartments to three dwellings in the R-5 district and that it was originally part of an amendment that
included the R-30 usage by City Council special permit versus ZBA special permit and explained that the
amendment was divided into two separate amendments.  

Councilor O
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Mr. Cademartori shared his screen to display the use table.  Councilor Grow explained that the use
table specifically stated that use #6 is for three-unit construction.  He clarified that this amendment would
remove the special permit process and allow use #6 as a by-right usage assuming full conformity of the
lot and the structure siting.  He stated that he was struck by the fact that there is only 5 vacant lots (with
the potential for 15 units) in the entire R-5 district that would be eligible for a brand new three-family
construction and explained that other constructions would have to be a conversions or tear
downs/reconstructions.  

There was a discussion regarding the language 
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Councilor Gilman stated that there was still an opportunity for matters to go before the ZBA for all of
the nonconforming lots to be vetted.  She explained for this reason, and understanding the need for
opportunities for housing stock, she would be supporting this matter.  Councilor O
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height limitation for one and two family dwellings with the height increasing to 35 feet for three-family
dwellings.  After further discussion, it was determined to add 
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were typically not more than 35 feet.  She stated that the Committee had previously discussed taking out
VB.  

Councilor O
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Councilor Gilman offered a motion, seconded by Councilor O
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stated that the proposed amendment would open the door to requests of 60 feet.  Councilor Grow stated
he was unsure if Councilor O
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Public Hearing will continue with correspondence/communications and then questions from the City
Councilors.  

Councilor Gilman wished to compliment Councilor Grow for his organization, leadership and patience
in getting the P&D Committee through this process.  Councilor O

http://gloucester-ma.gov/1097/Past-Remote-Public-Meetings



